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Planning Birmingham as a Cosmopolitan City: recovering the 
depths of its diversity? 
Introduction 
In the last 20 years, the City of Birmingham has been re-branded into a forward-looking 
regional centre that is embedded within Europe and the global economy.  The first phase of 
Birmingham's reinvention involved the construction of flagship developments, such as the 
National Exhibition Centre, the International Convention Centre and Symphony Hall.  These 
prestige developments, although instrumental in enhancing Birmingham's international 
profile, have been heavily criticised for being spatially and socially out of reach of many 
local residents (Duffy, 1995, Fretter, 1993, Lister, 1991, Loftman & Nevin, 1996, Smyth, 
1994).  However, with the second phase of Birmingham's re-imagining the local authority has 
sought to involve a much wider constituency through building a new ethos for the city 
(Bhattacharyya, 2000).  This has included a self-conscious effort to involve and reflect the 
city's cultural diversity in the regeneration of, what has officially been described as, a 
cosmopolitan urban environment: 
"... We will maintain and develop Birmingham's status as a world class and 
cosmopolitan urban environment, business location and visitor destination; 
and continue to create and sustain the condition for economic diversification 
and growth, reflecting the city's multi-cultural communities.” (Birmingham 
City Council, 2002: 131) 
 
To consider how such a cosmopolitan urban environment could possibly be built a 
conference called Highbury 3 was held in February 2001.  Made up of planners, politicians, 
voluntary sector workers, local business people, academics and representatives from 
Birmingham's ethnic minority communities, the conference featured a number of discussions 
on healthy living, communication links, the provision of education, neighbourhood 
management, the new economy, crime, the urban environment and cultural development.  
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Each of these discussions was, in the words of Councillor Bore, "to meet the challenge of 
diversity" and sought to establish ways in which the city could peacefully manage its cultural 
differences.  To quote one of the key sound bites scattered amongst the conference 
proceedings: 
"One of the key concepts explored at Highbury 3 was the fact that the city's 
great strength and defining characteristic is its depth of diversity … Managing 
this diversity in a positive way is the challenge facing the city - to exploit the 
richness it offers and avoid the potential conflict and tensions that could arise 
from lack of connectivity between people and communities, and between 
communities and the "city".  (Birmingham City Council, 2001: 12, emphasis 
in original) 
 
Amongst the many participants was Charles Landry of Comedia whose organisation was 
commissioned by Birmingham City Council to produce a research report to assist further 
dialogue.  Entitled Planning for the Cosmopolitan City, this report was composed by the 
highly respected urban commentators Jude Bloomfield and Franco Bianchini (2002).  In it, 
they refine and elaborate upon many of the sentiments contained in Highbury 3 such as: 
"making the most of assets presented by the city's many different communities", "forging a 
vital bond between the city's entrepreneurial tradition and its new ethnic diversity", "[living] 
interculturally" and "welcoming … all groups from within and visiting the city". 
In this short chapter, I outline Birmingham's plan for a cosmopolitan city and, 
moreover, point towards some of the issues and agendas that are in need of attention if 
Birmingham is to embark on such a project.  The two main questions I ask of it are how deep 
is the city going to dig to recover the “depth[s] of [its] diversity”?  Is the introduction of 
cosmopolitanism in Birmingham's cultural life something new or is it an iteration of certain 
values?  To seek to answer them I detail the recent proposals that seek to re-plan Birmingham 
as a cosmopolitan city and excavate one of its key features, the idea of ethnic minorities as an 
asset, through urban regeneration policy and the planning of Birmingham's Chinese Quarter.  
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By drawing upon Jacques Derrida's (2001, 2002) deconstruction of hospitality and extending 
David Parker's "discourse of cultural contribution” (2000), I demonstrate that Birmingham’s 
proposals, although seemingly quite innovative, contain a number of contradictions that mark 
some limits to how a cosmopolitan urban environment is being cultivated. 
In a collection such as this one it would seem appropriate for each of its contributors 
to define their take on the terms in question: cosmopolitan urbanism.  However, this chapter 
neither sets out the parameters of cosmopolitanism, nor does it theorise the slippery 
relationship between cosmopolitanism and urbanism.  Others have already embarked upon 
such tasks in this volume and elsewhere.  Rather, my intention is to critically think through 
how cosmopolitanism has become delimited and solicited by policy makers and their 
advisors in an urban context: Birmingham.  The means through which I make sense of this 
city’s complex narrative on cosmopolitanism is by engaging with Derrida’s consideration of 
hospitality, albeit somewhat implicitly.  For the sake of exposition, Derrida’s notion of 
hospitality can be understood as located within what he calls “a hidden contradiction between 
hospitality and invitation” (Derrida, 2002: 362).  This refers to the way hospitality runs 
counter to and in competition with an invitation that may be offered under duress, or to fulfil 
a debt, or out of legal or moral obligation.  As Derrida goes onto explain, such an invitation 
signals a type of pact, a failure to escape the familiar, and as such it marks a limit perverting 
the possibility of a “welcome.”  Thus, hospitality can only be understood as a welcome that 
extends beyond names, invitation or expectations.  In this chapter, I follow a similar current 
to suggest that, whilst there is evidence in Birmingham’s planning discourse of a welcome 
orientated towards incorporating the city’s ethnic minorities in the city’s rebuilding, it is 
possible to locate the elision of a number of other subject positions once the terms of the 
“welcome” are exposed.  
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Reading Planning for a Cosmopolitan City 
Britain’s second largest city, Birmingham, has long been associated with a modernist ethos.  
This is perhaps no better reflected than in the legacy of the post war planning projects that 
left the city’s skyline with a number of large-scale, monolithic and concrete buildings.  Built 
upon a foundation of entrepreneurial endeavour, manufacturing and technological innovation, 
the city both geographically and metaphorically sat at the centre of Britain’s industrial 
revolution.  Indeed famed for the production of cycles, aircraft, munitions and motorcars, 
Birmingham has proudly been called “the workshop of the world”.  Nonetheless, with the 
harsh recession of the 1970s, the city experienced widespread labour shedding and reductions 
in reinvestment in the engineering trades leaving many jobless and rendering areas of the city 
as unproductive.1 
To reverse the city’s economic decline, Birmingham embarked upon an ambitious 
attempt to re-orientate the local economy towards the service sector.  The National Exhibition 
Centre was opened in 1976.  Investment was sought in areas such as office spaces, upmarket 
retailing and in the leisure industries through a strategy of remarketing Birmingham’s image.  
Flagship developments were also built - such as International Conference Centre, the Hyatt 
Hotel and Brindley Place – to provide an infrastructure that could support corporate and 
prestige events.  In addition, the city centre was reorganised and redecorated around six 
“quarters” in the late 1980s, one of which was based around a “Chinese theme” (Chan, 2004). 
Although the construction of Birmingham’s Chinese Quarter was to be downplayed 
with the redevelopment of the neighbouring Bull Ring, the tentative flirtations with issues of 
cultural difference in Birmingham’s planning were placed more firmly on the agenda with 
Highbury 3.  In a sense, this was a long time coming.  Birmingham’s population is 
characterised by its post-war Commonwealth immigration and, despite having been 
 4
marginalized in the city’s politics, ethnic minorities and migrants have long been a spectral 
presence overlooking the rebuilding of the city (Chan, forthcoming).  As such, Birmingham’s 
attempts to meet “the challenge of diversity” marks something of a turning point in its 
planning agenda and deserves close attention.  In this section, I highlight some of the main 
points of Planning for a Cosmopolitan City. 
Perhaps the key reference point for planning the cosmopolitan city is Leonie 
Sandercock's Towards Cosmopolis (1998, 2003), and certainly the orientations taken by 
Birmingham's policy makers and advisors are no different in this respect.  For instance, the 
research report by Bloomfield and Bianchini (2002) begins by summarising the main points 
of Sandercock's thesis in a positive manner.  It affirms her appeal for the recognition of 
"multiple forms of knowledge of marginalized peoples" and outlines Sandercock’s 
idealisation of a "city of memory", "city of spirit" and "city of desire."  It also recalls the 
critique of "Enlightenment epistemology", which dismisses the assumptions of a rational 
and/or universal planning gaze.  Still, despite acknowledging Sandercock's model of 
"insurgent planning", Bloomfield and Bianchini seek to draw some distance between 
themselves and her work.  Notably, they critique Towards Cosmopolis for failing to 
conceptualise "a common public domain with culturally diverse citizens" and for privileging 
"multiple publics" (ibid: 5).  The outcome of this failure being that Sandercock purportedly 
understands multiculturalism as a variety of self-contained cultural worlds without 
intercultural communication or interaction.  That a more attentive reading of Towards 
Cosmopolis would note that Sandercock actually and repeatedly refers to “new kinds of 
multi-or cross-cultural literacies” (Sandercock, 1998: 206) is not of my concern here.  But 
what is of interest is the way this critique is mobilised to forward an alternative cosmopolis 
with its own recommendations and lacuna. 
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Pivotal to Birmingham's rethinking of cosmopolis are five proposed models that could 
potentially deal with the city's cultural diversity.  These are "corporate multiculturalism", a 
"civic cultural integration model", a "US melting pot approach", a "transcultural model" and, 
finally, "interculturalism".  On the last of these models Bloomfield and Bianchini write: 
"[The interculturalism] approach goes beyond opportunities and respect for 
existing cultural differences, to the pluralist transformation of public space, 
civic culture and institutions.  So it does not recognise cultural boundaries as 
fixed but as in state of flux and remaking.  An interculturalist approach aims 
to facilitate dialogue, exchange and reciprocal understanding between people 
of different cultural backgrounds.  Cities need to develop policies which 
prioritise funding for projects where different cultures intersect, "contaminate" 
each other and hybridise.  ...  In other words, city governments should promote 
cross-fertilisation across all cultural boundaries, between "majority" and 
"minorities", "dominant" and "sub" cultures, localities, classes, faiths, 
disciplines and genres, as the source of cultural, social, political and economic 
innovation."  (Bloomfield and Bianchini, 2002: 6) 
 
Interculturalism is a key feature in Planning for a Cosmopolitan City.  For Bloomfield and 
Bianchini it is the preferred "model".  It obtains such a privileged status because intercultural 
policy, according to the report, may serve to remedy social and economic inequalities 
"without reinforcing ethnic divides, by reversing discrimination and exclusion trends" (ibid: 
7).  The report also goes onto claim that intercultural spaces - such as music venues and 
community centres - can help counteract ethnic segregation through facilitating cross-cultural 
collaboration.  Nevertheless, by taking interculturalism as a policy to be implemented there is 
a tendency in the report to presume that the hybrid nature(s) of cities are in need of 
augmentation.  For instance, on the Karnivale der Kulturen in Berlin, which is said to involve 
"almost all the minority cultural organizations in the city", the report states, "the structure of 
the event is not fully intercultural" (ibid. 6). 
 By forwarding interculturalism as a model to breach the ethnic divides of 
communities, the report underplays the fact that cultures have historically become interwoven 
and inflected to bring about social and cultural transformation (see Hall, 1992, 2000).  This is 
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an important oversight because by failing to acknowledge that ethnic cultures are always 
already, for better or worse, negotiating the boundaries presumed between them, the 
inclination is to treat cross cultural contacts as something new and unproblematic.  In 
contrast, if cultural contacts are seen to be already in place and a historical feature of city life, 
then the significance for urban policy makers might be to encourage them to refocus 
governmental practices away from merely building intercultural relationships per se and 
instead point them towards a political and ethical questioning of the agendas of such 
relationships in policy contexts.  In particular, it might suggest that policy makers would do 
well to more carefully map the subject-positions that are to be cross-fertilised and the globe 
girdling arrangements in which they are situated.  One place where they might begin this 
critical process is through a re-inspection of Planning for the Cosmopolitan City and a 
discussion of the other, seemingly tangential, agendas and relationships advanced within it.  
Interculturalism is not sufficient in and of itself. 
 A main thread running through Planning for the Cosmopolitan City is undoubtedly 
the concern with issues of separatism and segregation.  As previously mentioned, these issues 
are arranged as the counter part to the proposals of interculturalism and are deemed to be 
problematic in as far as that they project an illusion of self-contained, homogenous ethnic 
communities.  Yet whilst interculturalism is taken as the key remedy to these problems of 
representation, the report also slips into the discussion a need to instil the citizens of 
Birmingham with particular rights and duties.  As it states: "[ethnic] segregation can only be 
overcome within a public sphere which confers equal rights and obligations [which] ... 
reflects the pluralistic character of its citizens and their cultural make-up" (Bloomfield and 
Bianchini, 2002: 5).  Though the report fails to go on to specify what rights and obligations 
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the citizens of Birmingham might actually adhere to, it does feature a number of clues on 
their potential make-up, some of which are captured in a brief quotation in the introduction: 
"How Birmingham responds to demographic and cultural changes will 
determine whether it becomes a civitas augescens.  This is a term used ... to 
refer to a dynamic, adaptive city, in which welcoming "the others" is a source 
of strength and imagination.  Birmingham has begun to see cultural diversity 
as an asset and opportunity, rather than a problem or threat, and this is a vital 
shift in mindset".  (ibid: 3) 
 
This brings us two significant notions concerning the report’s intercultural agenda: cultural 
diversity as an asset and welcoming “the others”.  On the notion of asset the report indicates a 
number of ways forward.  It writes "[the] skills and networks acquired informally by ethnic 
minority young people need to be linked in Birmingham to more formal training, to turn them 
to economic advantage in self-employment or micro-businesses" (ibid: 8).  It critiques 
Birmingham's official response to the MacPherson Inquiry, Challenges for the Future (2001), 
for failing to "engage sufficiently with entrepreneurial ideas, resources and networks in the 
city, and with the obstacles to capitalising on them fully" (ibid.).  It also states that the 
"Chamber of Commerce and inward investment agencies need to become much more attuned 
to the opportunities for transnational networking offered by diasporic business communities - 
particularly links with India and China" (ibid.).  The report is quite clear on this front. 
In contrast, the notion of “welcoming the others” is less well spelled out in Planning 
for a Cosmopolitan City.  Admittedly, there is a small reference to civitas augescens; a 
concept used by the Roman jurisconsult, Pomponio, to refer to a city that does not withdraw 
into itself in face of demographic pressures.  Adapted by the academic and politician 
Massimo Cacciari (cited in Amendola, 1998: 83), this term has been reinterpreted as a city 
that recognises the need to “assimilate peregrinos, hostes et victos” in order to avoid its own 
decline.  But overall the report fails to elaborate upon the city’s welcome beyond the 
introduction.  For instance, there is little to no mention of what “the others” might obtain, 
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want or need; with the civitas augescens the integration of “the others” is seen as a test of the 
city’s strength and opportunity to advance itself.2  Perhaps more significantly, the report does 
not consider how an ethic of hospitality might be implicit to the city’s welcome let alone 
discuss the relationship between the aforementioned asset and otherness.  It is to these blind 
spots that I now turn. 
Cultural diversity as an asset 
 
Though Bloomfield and Bianchini go on to look at a series of examples of best practice, what 
is absent from their report is a critical excavation of their own proposals.  In this section of 
the paper, I offer such a critique by taking a look at the idea of ethnic minority as an asset.  
There are a number of points to be made on this.  But one way the material might be cut 
through is by drawing attention to some astute observations made by David Parker (2000) in 
his paper The Chinese Takeaway and the Diasporic Habitus.  Primarily, his paper is 
concerned with the take away as a diasporic space.  Following Bourdieu, it examines the way 
in which everyday intercultural contacts shape the endowments, embodiments and 
expressions of young Chinese people.  Nevertheless, in doing so, Parker also notes that 
Chinese culture is widely represented through what he calls "a discourse of cultural 
contribution" (Parker, 2000: 77) whereby this ethnic group becomes represented as a 
contributor to the dominance of British life.  As he keenly observes, the manifestations of this 
discourse stretch across a variety of fields - including ethnic entrepreneurship, the Queen's 
welcoming remarks to the former Chinese President Jiang Zemin, the classical racial theory 
of de Gobineau, as well as academic representations of the overseas Chinese - but beyond the 
ethnic particularity of Parker’s paper it is possible to suggest that this discourse resonates 
through a number of other registers which position (some) ethnic minorities along the lines of 
an under exploited resource.  In other words, it is possible to note the dispersal of this 
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"discourse of cultural contribution" in a variety of other narratives.  For instance, in Margaret 
Thatcher's infamous swamping speech she reluctantly accepts the presence of a small number 
of immigrants as long as they garner the status of an asset to the majority community.  As she 
declares: 
"Some people have felt swamped by immigrants.  They've seen the whole 
character of their neighbourhood change.  ...  Of course people can feel that 
they are being swamped.  Small minorities can be absorbed - they can be 
assets to the majority community - but once a minority in a neighbourhood 
gets very large, people do feel swamped".  (The Observer, February 25th 
1979, cited in Solomos, 1993: 97, my emphasis) 
 
More recently in a defence of asylum seekers Robin Cook has mined a similar vein claiming, 
"ethnic diversity of Britain is not a burden" but "is an immense asset that contributes to 
[Britain's] cultural and economic vitality" (Daily Mirror, April 20th 2001).  He goes onto 
suggest that making the most of these assets are "a condition of economic success in the 
modern world".  So although the political terrain and context has altered between these two 
statements, what remains consistent is a tradition where the presence of immigrants is 
defended with the registers of contribution and asset as alluded to by Parker's (2000) incisive 
paper.  Exactly what assets they might or could be remains open to conjecture.  Still, it is 
precisely their celebration - what they might add and what they might address - that signal a 
distinct moment in the recognition of ethnic minorities.  The dissemination of this discourse 
is further evident in the political construction of a highly particularised ethnic subject in 
British urban policy and local authority planning in Birmingham. 
It is well noted that throughout the 1960s to early 1970s there were a number of 
changes to urban policy, which trace the emergence of ethnic minorities in governmental 
discourse.  Some of the most significant of these shifts occurred with the introduction of the 
Urban Programme and under Section 11 of the 1966 Local Government Act, which were 
initially orientated towards social and educational provision, albeit with varying degrees of 
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acknowledgement of race and ethnicity.  However, a period between the mid-1970s to mid-
1980s marked a more exaggerated, if not more decisive, turning point in terms of the level of 
governmental recognition afforded to ethnic differences.  For instance, the 1977 White Paper 
Policy for the Inner Cities acknowledged the presence of ethnic minorities and, following the 
unrest in 1981, ministerial guidelines were issued by the Department of the Environment 
(1981) to ensure that “the special needs of minority groups are recognised and catered for”.  
Notably, running alongside this appearance of ethnic and racial issues in governmental 
discourse was another macro-political shift that culminated in an increased valuation of 
entrepreneurial forms of governance (Harvey, 1989).  Simplifying somewhat, this shift 
became underwritten by the hegemonic themes of national duty, self interest, competitive 
individualism and anti-statism, which promoted the rolling back of the managerial state, 
contractualisation, the reconstruction of service provision as an entrepreneurial practice and 
public-private partnerships.  This did little for equal opportunities or attempts to tackle socio-
economic disadvantage amongst minority groups (Blair, 1988: 49).  Yet, I would also suggest 
that the dispersal of the above regulative trajectories, along with the increased recognition of 
cultural differences, began to share an affinity, if not valorised, a policy formulation of 
immigrants, or at least some elected features of them, as a potential node of regeneration.  
Peter Hall's "free port solution", which sought to "recreate the Hong Kong of the 1950s and 
1960s inside inner Liverpool or inner Glasgow" (Hall, 1982: 417), marks one example of 
this.  Another example might be drawn from the way the Urban Programme was increasingly 
re-focused to enhance the employability and business skills of ethnic minorities (Munt, 1994; 
Smith, 1989).  Returning to the West Midlands, it is also possible to note that the local 
authority took a number of additional steps to augment these trends in urban policy, albeit at 
a smaller scale.  For instance in the 1980s, attempts were made by the Economic 
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Development Committee to build and support a culture of entrepreneurism amongst the 
minority communities and to explore the different avenues that ethnic groups offered in 
broadening the regional space economy.  These measures included the commissioning of 
various reports such as The West Midlands Food Industries, which saw the "ethnic food 
market" as a potential means to access overseas markets (Wiggins & Lang, 1985),3 and the 
Directory on Ethnic Minority Businesses (Birmingham Enterprise Centre, 1986), which 
according to Councillor Bore would "assist inter-trading" and "benefit the local economy".  
In addition, the Business Advice and Training Scheme was established to "assist ethnic 
entrepreneurs" in the early 1980s.  This particular scheme was the forerunner to 
Birmingham's Employment Resource Centres whose remit was to "increase the take up of 
businesses start-up and support services by groups under-represented in business e.g. people 
from ethnic minority communities, women and people with disabilities".  Managed by the 
Birmingham Economic Development Partnership (a joint initiative of the Training and 
Enterprise Council, Chamber of Commerce and City Council) those funded include 
Birmingham Chinese Society. 
 One of the justifications that underwrite the funding of these organisations is their 
significance for social inequality.  It is well noted that seven of the ten wards with the highest 
levels of unemployment house 50% of the city's ethnic minorities (Birmingham Stephen 
Lawrence Inquiry, 2001).  Yet, unfortunately, social deprivation is not something new to 
Birmingham or its ethnic minorities.  Still, what has begun to appear are a series of 
programmes in which “ethnic entrepreneurship” is supported, enlisted and rationalised as a 
node of regional regeneration and, furthermore, seen as a means to re-visualise the city's 
connection to different international circuits of capital.  As the 1997-2000 Economic Strategy 
for Birmingham suggests, one of the intentions of Birmingham's Economic Development 
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Partnership (1997: 6) would be to create opportunities in the "multi-cultural industries" so 
that it was possible to "[build] on the unique advantage that our multi-cultural City gives in 
international trading arenas".  At one level, this has become focused upon valorising and 
cultivating a localised ethnic minority individual who would purportedly be self-reliant and 
have entrepreneurial motivations, yet at another the presence of minorities have also been 
usefully deployed as a means to re-forge Birmingham's relationship with its international 
hinterlands.  The hand over of Hong Kong to China in 1997 and its relationship to 
Birmingham's Chinese Quarter provides one example of the sort of connections that the city 
has been pursuing. 
After the Joint Declaration between Britain and China in 1984 there were growing 
expectations of both emigration and capital flight from Hong Kong (Lin, 1998).  In 1994, per 
capita gross domestic product was higher in Hong Kong than in Britain and Australia (Smart 
& Smart, 1996: 37), and a number of countries, particularly those around the Pacific Rim, 
reformed their immigration policies to cash in (see Mitchell, 1993).  In Britain, the 
governmental response, although not so clear-cut, was one that promoted a conditional form 
of settlement that was clouded by self-interest.  The British Nationality (Hong Kong) Act of 
1990, for example, made available a limited number of passports to heads of household and 
their families according to a points scheme that favoured Hong Kong's corporate, 
professional, public service and military elite.  Whilst much of the governmental discussion 
surrounding this act was with rebuilding confidence in the Hong Kong financial market, an 
upshot was the production of a “Homo economicus” where citizenship was granted to a select 
number of individuals for their capacity to participate in circuits of transnational capital 
(Ong, 1998).  On a regional scale the construction of this individual became further manifest 
through the actions of the West Midlands Development Agency who sought to attract the 
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dispersal of Hong Kong’s capital bearing migrants by flagging the very presence of an 
existing British Chinese population:  
"Centred on the flourishing ethnic food industry, the UK's Asian enterprises 
have moved within a generation from the backstreets of inner city 
Birmingham to the mainstream of international trade.  ...  Today the West 
Midlands Development Agency tries to woo inward investors by highlighting 
the number of Chinese-speaking professionals in the region.  Councils are 
keen to support ethnic businessmen who can provide new jobs in inner city 
areas.  In particular, the region hopes its links with the Far East will attract 
Hong Kong businessmen [sic] before next year, when the colony reverts to 
Chinese control."  (Financial Times, May 29th 1996) 
 
In Birmingham the local government response speculated that around 5000 post-1984 Hong 
Kong migrants would arrive in the region and, moreover, suggested that they would be a 
source of investment for the city's rebuilding.  For these reasons a delegation of officers from 
the City Council were temporarily located in Hong Kong to solicit affluent migrants and a 
series of conferences were held between senior city councillors and the Birmingham Chinese 
Society to identify their potential requirements.  In one of them, a spokesperson for the 
Chinese community echoed the views of Margaret Thatcher on immigration and its assets.  
More precisely, he stated: 
"There will be a lot of confused people arriving here.  It could put an 
enormous strain on existing services. 
I would like Birmingham to have a policy to encourage people to come here. 
They are not poor refugees.  They are nearly all professional, well-educated 
people, many of them with capital to put into starting businesses.  They could 
be an asset to the city. 
We are developing a Chinatown in Birmingham as a tourist attraction and it 
will be a lot more successful if there is a good-sized Chinese community 
here".  (Steve Yau cited in the Birmingham Post, June 19th 1991, my 
emphasis). 
 
The marketing of diversity has altered the standing(s) of ethnic minorities in Birmingham.  
Those with either capital to invest or symbolic value for the tourist industry have become its 
place entrepreneurs (Lin 1995).  Yet whilst these new players in the city's regeneration mark 
an enculturing of urban policy, ultimately they signal an ambivalent relationship with the 
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differences located both within and outside the city limits.   Indeed, as they motion ways to 
defend the presence of the migrant through the idea of an asset these agents simultaneously 
reveal a political closure whose syntax cannot help but trace the repression of an emergent 
heterogeneity.  In the above case, the apparent antithesis to the professional, well-educated, 
wealthy migrant becomes the exclusion of the constitutive figure of the poor refugee.  There 
are undoubtedly other identities amongst them, but one issue that this perhaps leaves poorly 
addressed is how the ethnic minority as an asset might be reconciled with the city's welcome 
to the other. 
Conclusion 
In the early 1960s, the Birmingham Post published an article entitled Cosmopolitania.  
Referring to the area surrounding Gooch Street, which was later redefined by planners as part 
of Birmingham's Chinese Quarter, it depicts a harmonious co-existence between the city's 
ethnic minorities constructed upon intercultural trade.  Indeed, those living around the area 
are said to exist in a place where "East meets West", and accordingly the illustrations include 
a picture of a drapery shop that sells "material for saris alongside Western cotton shirts" and 
another of an Indian supermarket whose manager "finds that his papadoms and curries are as 
popular with his English customers as the cornflakes and baked beans are with his fellow 
Punjabis."  The Birmingham Post then goes on to suggest that the area’s peacefulness is 
predicated upon the integration of immigrants into an Anglo tradition: 
"[After] 15 years of immigration in Birmingham, the old seemingly inflexible 
traditions of India, Pakistan and Jamaica are becoming more and more 
anglicized.  The Pakistanis wear trilbies and suede shoes and their children 
speak like Brummies and talk of Beatles music and mod fashions." 
 
Accompanying this tale of cosmopolitanism is also a brief mention of integration's partner in 
policy: immigration control.  The paper states: 
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"This year Birmingham's coloured community is feeling the effects of the 
Commonwealth Immigration Bill.  Only 8,500 immigrants a year, including 
1,000 Maltese, will now be allowed into Britain.  Many relatives of those 
already here are in the queue and some face a long wait." 
 
Although dated around twenty years apart, there are a number of parallels with the contents 
of the article Cosmopolitania and the recent developments in Birmingham.  Perhaps most 
obviously, both cases paint a picture of relative peacefulness, created upon a landscape of 
intercultural dialogue, entrepreneurial endeavour and shared values.  Also apparent and posed 
as antithetical to the above is a concern with insularity and social tension.  Still, given the 
explicit connotations about cultural difference, migration and settlement, it is surprising to 
find that there is a reluctance to discuss an ethic of hospitality in both cosmopolitanisms.  It 
would seem all too possible to have cosmopolitanism without hospitality. 
For many who have contributed towards the literature on cosmopolitanism there is a 
concession of an internal ambiguity within its articulation.  As Pollack et al (2000: 577) 
succinctly puts it, cosmopolitanism “escapes positive and definite specification”.  
Nevertheless, by openly and proudly rebuilding their cities as cosmopolitan entities, city 
planners and their partners have found ways to cut through the discursive haze.  Recent 
developments in Birmingham for one show how the floating signifier of cosmopolitanism has 
settled upon a tradition of entrepreneurialism.  Redefined as assets, its ethnic minorities have 
not only followed a tradition that has long underpinned Birmingham’s economic 
development but marked by their ethnic origin they have found themselves recast as bridges 
to other worlds.  Reflecting the discursive construction of this multicultural subject, the city 
has also constructed an infrastructure of business forums and resource centres that have been 
supplemented with the rise of newly defined ethnic quarters.  Yet despite these newly found 
physical structures of ethnic recognition in the city’s morphology, there is an inherent tension 
between the celebration of its minorities as contributors to city life and another of the city’s 
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wishes.  The notion of welcoming the other is not something easily reconciled with the above 
trends. 
Within the discourse on cosmopolitanism, there is a line of thought that suggests, "the 
cosmopolitan can become a broker, an entrepreneur who makes a profit" (Hannerz, 1990: 
248).  Nonetheless, if this is to become a benchmark in defining the citizens of a 
cosmopolitan city then it runs against the grain of a welcome to the other.  Whilst notions of 
asset may act as a useful means to positively re-spin ethnic minority identities from their 
former associations as a problem, this term is not analogous with soliciting an otherness that 
an unconditional welcome necessitates.  In the above cases, they are situated in a broader 
discourse that equates a right to the city with the exchange of capital contributions and are 
played out by differentiating the figure of the “Homo economicus” (Ong, 1998) against the 
figure of an unruly, burdensome migrant.  Thus, if Birmingham is to show its welcome, the 
city might consider showing its hospitality without asking for reciprocation or interrogating a 
migrant’s identity.  As such, there is a need to reopen the agenda of Birmingham’s 
cosmopolitan planning to make a home for those on the city’s margins. 
References 
 
Amendola, G. (1998) Culture and Neighbourhoods, Volume 4: Perspectives and Keywords, 
Strasbourg: Council of Europe Publishing. 
 
Beazley, M. Loftman, P. & Nevin, B. (1997) ‘Downtown Redevelopment and Community 
Resistance: an international perspective’, in N. Jewson & S. MacGregor (eds) Transforming 
Cities: contested governance and new spatial divisions, London: Routledge. 
 
Bhattacharyya, G. (2000) 'Metropolis of the Midlands' in M. Balshaw & L. Kennedy (eds) 
Urban Space and Representation,  London: Pluto Press. 
 
Birmingham City Council (2001) Highbury 3: Dynamic, Diverse, Different, Birmingham. 
 
- (2002) Best Performance Plan 2002/2003, Birmingham. 
 
Birmingham Enterprise Centre (1986) Directory of Ethnic Minority Businesses, 
Wolverhampton, Gibbons Barford. 
 17
 
Birmingham Post, June 19th 1991, City warned of refugee chaos threat. 
 
Birmingham Stephen Lawrence Inquiry Commission (2001) Challenges for the Future: Race 
Equality in Birmingham, Birmingham. 
 
Blair, T. L. (1988) 'Building an urban future: Race and planning in London' , Cities, 5: 41-56. 
 
Bloomfield, J. & Bianchini, F. (2002) Planning for the Cosmopolitan City: A Research 
Report for Birmingham City Council, Leicester: Comedia, International Cultural Planning 
and Policy Unit. 
 
Chan, W. (2004) ‘Finding Chinatown: Ethnocentrism and Urban Planning’ in Bell, D. & 
Jayne, M. (eds.) City of Quarters: urban villages in the contemporary city, Aldershot: 
Ashgate. 
 
Chan, W.F. (forthcoming) ‘Planning at the Limit: immigration and post war Birmingham’ 
Journal of Historical Geography. 
 
Daily Mirror, April 20th 2001, Rule Tikkannia.  
 
Derrida, J. (2001) On Cosmopolitanism and Forgiveness, trans. Mark Dooley & Michael 
Hughes, London: Routledge. 
 
- (2002) ‘ Hostipitality’ in Acts of Religion, trans. Gil. Anidjar London: Routledge. 
 
Duffy, H. (1995) Competitive Cities - Succeeding in the Global Economy London: E & FN 
Spon. 
 
Financial Times, May 29th 1996, £5m pagoda is testimony to Asian success. 
 
Fretter, A.D. (1993) 'Place Marketing: A Local Authority Perspective' in G. Kearns & C. 
Philo (eds) Selling Places: The City as Cultural Capital, Past and Present, Oxford: 
Pergamon Press. 
 
Hall, S. (1992) 'What Is This "Black" in Black Popular Culture?' in G. Dent (ed) Black 
Popular Culture, Seattle: Bay Press, Seattle. 
 
- (2000) 'Conclusion: the Multi-cultural Question' in B. Hesse (ed) Un/Settled 
Multiculturalisms: Diasporas, Entanglements, 'Transruptions' London: Zed Books. 
 
Hannerz, U. (1990) 'Cosmopolitans and Locals in World Culture' in M. Featherstone (ed) 
Global Culture, London: Sage. 
 
Harvey, D. (1989) 'From managerialism to entrepreneurialism: the transformation in urban 
governance in late capitalism' Geografiska Annaler, 71b: 3-17. 
 
HMSO (1977) Policy for the Inner Cities, London: HMSO. 
 18
 
Lin, J. (1995) 'Ethnic Places, Postmodernism, and Urban Change in Houston', The 
Sociological Quarterly, 36: 629-47. 
 
- (1998) Reconstructing Chinatown: Ethnic Enclave, Global Change, Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota Press. 
 
Lister, D. (1991) 'The Transformation of a City: Birmingham' in Fisher, M. & Owen, U. 
(eds.) Whose Cities? London, Penguin. 
 
Loftman, P. & Nevin, B. (1996) 'Going for Growth: Prestige Projects in Three British Cities', 
Urban Studies, 33: 991-1019. 
 
Mitchell, K. (1993) 'Multiculturalism, or the United Colors of Capitalism?', Antipode, 25: 
263-94. 
 
Munt, I. (1994) 'Race, urban policy and urban problems: A critique on current UK practice' in 
H. Thomas, & V. Krishnarayan (eds)  Race Equality and Planning: Policies and procedures 
Aldershot: Avebury. 
 
Ong, A. (1998) ‘Flexible Citizenship among Chinese Cosmopolitans’ in P. Cheah & B. 
Robbins (eds) Cosmopolitics, Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press. 
 
Parker, D. (2000) 'The Chinese Takeaway and the Diasporic Habitus: Space, Time and Power 
Geometries' in B. Hesse (ed.) Un/Settled Multiculturalisms: Diasporas, Entanglements, 
'Transruptions', London: Zed Books. 
 
Pollock, S., Bhabha, H. K., Breckenridge, C. A., & Charabarty, D., (2000) 
'Cosmopolitanisms', Public Culture, 12: 577-89. 
 
Sandercock, L. (1998) Towards Cosmopolis - Planning for Multicultural Cities, Chichester, 
John Wiley & Sons. 
 
- (2003) Cosmopolis II: Mongrel Cities of the 21st Century, London: Continuum. 
 
Smart, A. & Smart, J. (1996) 'Monster Homes: Hong Kong Immigration to Canada, Urban 
Conflicts, and Contested Representations of Space', in J. Caulfield & L. Peake (eds) City 
Lives & City Forms: Critical Research and Canadian Urbanism, Toronto: University of 
Toronto Press. 
 
Smith, S. J. (1989) The Politics of Race and Residence: citizenship, segregation and white 
supremacy, Cambridge: Polity Press. 
 
Smyth, H. (1994) Marketing the City: the role of flagship developments in urban 
regeneration, London: E & FN Spon. 
 
Solomos, J. (1993) Race and Racism in Britain, London: Macmillan Press. 
 
 19
 20
                                                          
Wiggins, P. & Lang, T. (1985) The West Midlands Food Industries 1985: A report to the 
West Midlands County Council Economic Development Committee, The London Food 
Commission. 
 
1 Between 1971 and 1987, it was estimated that 29 per cent of total employment had been lost in Birmingham 
(Beazley et al. 1997). 
2 Cacciari (cited in Amendola, 1998, 84) states: “When a city begins to fear its guest, its weakness, not its 
strength emerges.  In many European countries the opportunity to develop depends on this presence of “the 
others” 
3 Later, the aforementioned reports would be supplemented by the work of the Birmingham Food Forum.  This 
was established in 1994.  It initially included five different ethnic minority communities and was supported by 
Birmingham TEC and Birmingham City Council's Economic Development Department and the Environment 
Department to promote the food industry in Birmingham.  The main aim of the Forum is to develop 
Birmingham as a multicultural food sector for tourists and local consumers and to provide training in the 
catering industry. 
